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Abstract. It is widely acknowledged that agricultural ecosystems of high ecological value (also called
HNV - high nature value farmland) form a central pillar of European biodiversity and also contribute
significantly to desirable ecosystem services. There are legal targets set as e.g. the commitments of the
CBD agreement, the EU biodiversity strategy and, most important, in the EU Habitats directive. The
maintenance of species-rich grassland and other such agricultural ecosystems is of vital importance for
the accomplishment of mandatory conservation and biodiversity objectives. As well as all negative
impacts on the extent of these habitats they also affect their ecological quality and have major policy
consequences. The current status of decision-making on the new CAP as well as the discussion of
consequences for the ecological heritage of our cultural landscapes is presented.
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1. BIODIVERSITY IN AGRICULTURE
Agriculture occupies a large proportion of the land - 41% in the EU and 52% in
Germany – therefore it plays a decisive role in the state of the environment and in the
implementation of biodiversity goals in Europe. Much of Europe’s ecological heritage is
found in landscapes and ecosystems which are characterised by human agriculture activities.
The development of a variety of agricultural systems and farming practices, in conjunction
with the evolution and use of regional livestock breeds and crops and complemented by the
climate and geography of the area, have resulted in the creation of distinctive ‘cultural
landscapes’. Those practices proved themselves to be viable over many years – they were
self-sustaining and required few if any artificial fertilisers and chemicals from outside the
farm. Over the long history of the integration of agriculture and animal husbandry with the
natural environment, many ‘wild’ plants and animals have come to depend upon such semi-
natural ecosystems to provide the conditions which they need. Traditional farming systems
can be grouped into four main types: livestock, arable, permanent crops and mixed systems.
The most widespread and most variable, are the livestock systems which include low intensity
dairying, such as in many continental mountain areas and beef produced from free-ranging
suckler cows and semi-wild mountain cattle.
In the early 1990s the ‘high nature value’ (HNV) concept was established to describe
types of farming activities and farmland which, because of their characteristics, could be
expected to support high levels of biodiversity or species and habitats of importance for
conservation .This concept has now been adopted as one of the seven impact indicators in the
Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF), which must be used to assess the
impacts of the 2007 to 2013 EU rural development programmes (see also Chapter 2 and 3 in
this paper). The dominant characteristics of such HNV farming are its low intensity, the
resulting significant presence of semi-natural grassland vegetation and the high diversity of
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6the plant cover in general. Traditional (HNV) farming systems can be grouped into four main
types: livestock, arable, permanent crops and mixed systems. The most widespread and most
variable are the livestock systems, which exist in impressive variety throughout Europe. They
include e.g. the highly organised migratory or transhumance systems that survive especially in
southern European countries, such as Spain, Portugal, Greece and Italy, or in central and
eastern European states, such as Romania. They also include low intensity dairying, such as in
many continental mountain areas and beef produced from free-ranging suckler cows, even
some semi-wild cattle. Many such systems use hardy and/or indigenous breeds of cattle,
horses, pigs, sheep and goats and are thus important for the preservation of livestock genetic
diversity.
It is widely acknowledged that agricultural species-rich systems contribute a major
share of desired ecosystem services. The benefits of such ecosystems to biodiversity, water,
climate and soils are much more important than their proportion of the total grassland area
might suggest. Of key importance are ecologically high value grassland ecosystems. Semi-
natural vegetation is the cornerstone of HNV farmland. The most widespread types consist of
pastures and meadows that depend on low-intensity animal husbandry for their continued
existence. Compared to ecosystems of arable lands cultivated on an annual or bi-annual basis,
semi-natural farmland – which includes not only grasslands, but a range of heathlands,
scrublands and even woodlands and orchards – is characterised by relative continuity of land-
use practices over time. This comparative continuity allows inter- and intra-specific
ecological and, ultimately, evolutionary processes to develop, and explains in part the
distribution patterns of certain plant diasporas (linked to the distribution and movement of
livestock, for example), the migration and nesting behaviours of farmland birds, and co-
evolution of plants and specialised pollinating insects. Human influence on these ecosystems
has enhanced the diversity of natural species in some instances; for example, there is evidence
that the rich variety within certain grassland plant general is related to land-use practices.
Factors such as the grazing patterns of various species and breeds of livestock help to explain
why grasslands (1,320 species), shrub and heath habitats (1,125 species) have the second and
third highest rates of vascular plant endemism amongst the habitat types of Europe (after
rocky areas and ahead of forests). These semi-natural European grassland ecosystems are a
major and unique contribution to the world heritage of biodiversity.
There are several links between these agricultural lands and the legal obligations set out
in the Habitats Directive and the Birds Directive, the major instruments of Europe's nature
conservation policy. The Habitats Directive is built around two pillars: the NATURA 2000
network of protected sites and the legal system of species protection. The Habitats Directive
protects over 1,000 animal and plant species and over 200 so-called ‘habitat types’ which are
deemed of European importance. Detailed information about such habitat types is provided in
the Interpretation Manual of European Union Habitats (EUR 27) (EC 2007) and on the DG
ENV website (http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1992
L0043:20070101:EN:PDF). Around 70 (35%) of the listed habitats relate to farming. Further
analysis shows that all such habitat types refer to management practices associated with
generally low intensity livestock farming. Approximate calculations of the area of these 70
habitat type covered by the NATURA 2000 network can be drawn from the EU official data.
All together those sites comprise about 850,000 km2 (18%) of the EU`s land area. However,
this is only a small proportion of such habitats – such priority designated examples and thus
protected by EU law account for only 20% to 30% of the total area of such habitats. So it can
thus be estimated that there are at least 3 billion hectares of HNV farmland, most of them
grassland ecosystems in the broad sense.
7However, it is not only the scale that is important, but also the ecological quality of such
HNV farmland environments. The situation in central and western Europe is frightening. For
example, official assessments of the HNV distribution within Germany suggest that only ca.
14% of all grassland areas have HNV properties and only ca. 7% can be judged as having the
highest ecological status. Whereas in the more marginal areas of Europe, for example, in
many south-eastern countries, millions of hectares of HNV farmland still have a high
ecological value. In such regions HNV farming is still based on low intensity and often
traditional forms of agriculture. Now such regions are often the only remaining habitat of
many plants and animals. Accordingly, all negative impacts on the quantity and ecological
quality of such species-rich farmland have major consequences for political targets such as
those within the Habitats Directive. Unfortunately, these remaining landscapes and systems -
strongholds of European biodiversity - are increasingly under threat from changes either
through agricultural intensification, abandonment or afforestation. Many of these problems
are associated with ecologically harmful agricultural practices favoured by inappropriate
policies, notably the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).
References to this chapter: Beaufoy et al., 1994; Beaufoy et al., 2012; Beaufoy and
Marsden 2010; Bonn and Poschlod, 1998; BfN, 2010; COM, 2011; DVL, 2011; Dierschke and
Briemle, 2002; Emanuelson, 2009; EU, 2012; EU, 2013; EEA, 2007; EFNCP, 2011; Luick and
Bignal, 2002; Oppermann and Gujer, 2003; Paracchini et al., 2008; Poschlod and Bonn,1998; SRU,
2009; Stoate et al., 2009; Suttie et al., 2005; Veen et al., 2009; Verbände-Plattform, 2012; White et
al., 2000.
2. THE EVOLUTION OF THE CAP
The legal and institutional frame of the EU and of the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP) has changed of course over time. Its current basis is outlined in the Lisbon Treaty
(December 2009) which sets out the basic principles underlying all the EU´s policies. Title III
of the Lisbon Treaty deals with agriculture and fisheries. Its Article 39(1) states the
fundamental objectives of the CAP as follows:
- To increase agricultural productivity by promoting technical progress and by ensuring
the rational development of agricultural production and the optimum utilization of the
factors of production, in particular labour;
- Thus to ensure a fair standard of living for the agricultural community, in particular
by increasing the individual earnings of persons engaged in agriculture;
- To stabilize markets;
- To assure the availability of commodities;
- To ensure that commodities reach consumers at reasonable prices.
It is of central interest that this wording of the CAP objectives is precisely the same
as that in the Treaty of Rome (1957) when the European Economic Community was founded.
The CAP was created in 1957 to respond to the deteriorating situation in the food sector and
in rural life in general – at least in the original six Member States (Belgium, France,
Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and the Netherlands). The longevity of these objectives, which
have been left untouched for more than 50 years, is remarkable. Not only have these six
countries, their economies and their challenges all changed tremendously since 1957, but the
EU itself has expanded to include very different parts of the continent and now has 28
Member States, while the overall global context is almost unrecognizable.
8The historical development of the CAP from 1957 to 2013 is presented in Fig. 1.
The CAP focused initially (and this principle lasted a long time) on growth and
productivity (some also say on the industrialization of farming) and was from a purely
economic perspective a story of success. Guaranteed high prices (above world market levels)
and programmes to propel efficiency immediately led to remarkable increase in the price of
practically all agricultural products.
But after a decade or so, European agriculture started to generate surpluses in almost
all sectors - in cereals, milk, meat, sugar, wine and, after enlarging to include Spain, Portugal
and Greece, in some fruit sectors as well. At the same time this model developed
dependencies on increasing imports of feed stocks (at the beginning mainly from the US;
latterly also from Latin America). To cope with the continuously growing surplus production
of the 1970s and 1980s, the Community developed an ingenious system of ‘intervention’,
whereby a surplus of products or a drop in prices below a certain level, triggered buying by
the Community itself. A variety of mechanisms were employed, including:
- Building up storage capacities such as refrigerated sheds.
- Increasing exports of surplus products (cereals, meat, dairy products) to the world
market by subsidized prices from taxes.
- Encouraging the food industry to create new products and stimulate and increase the
consumption of meat, oils and fats, dairy products and sugar.
- Taking excess agricultural products off the market by destroying them (dumping,
burning, turning them into resources for industrial production).
This policy entailed rapidly growing expenditure of the various CAP measures and
thus contributing to a dramatic rise in the overall EU budget. The CAP share of the total EU
budget reached a maximum of 73% in 1985, pushing the EU to the brink of bankruptcy a
number of times in the 1980s. The EU, unwilling to reform the CAP, tried to suppress the
most problematic symptoms of its price support policy through various forms of supply
Fig. 1. Historical development of the CAP form 1957 to 2013 (http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-
history/)
9management, including production quotas for sugar and milk. However, intervention buying
and export subsidy expenditure continued to mount.
At the same time tensions with the EU´s global trading partners intensified -
developing countries, which were confronted with negative (distorting) impacts on their
domestic markets and subsistence farming communities by cheap imports of highly
subsidised agricultural commodities from EU countries, became especially vocal. Finally, in
the Uruguay Round of the GATT negotiations, a point was reached where the EU could no
longer sustain its outdated market policy under the CAP. This was the rationale behind the
first reform in 1992, led by Agriculture Commissioner MacSharry and subsequently usually
called after him. As a consequence the level of price support was cut significantly and instead
direct payments were introduced as a compensation for EU farmers.
Reference to this chapter: EU, 2013; Luick, 2009; SRU, 2009; Tangermann and von
Cramon-Taubadel, 2013.
3. THE CURRENT CAP STRUCTURE/THE LUXEMBOURG REFORM PACKAGE
Since this first round of reforms in 1992 the CAP has been reformed about every
seven years. After the MacSharry reform (1992) and the Agenda 2000 package (1999) –
which in particular started to decouple the direct payments from production – came the
Luxemburg reforms, which were implemented in 2003. As a result of this round of reforms
the structure of the CAP has been fundamentally changed, meaning that a large part of former
price support has now been transformed into fixed (decoupled) per hectare entitlements
allocated to EU farmers. The EU`s domestic markets for agricultural products have also
become much more open to international influences and prices more orientated around world
market levels.
The evolution of the structure of expenditure on the CAP from 1980 to the present
period is depicted in Figure 2. Major developments are:
- EU non-agricultural expenditure grew more rapidly than the CAP budget. From a
peak of almost 70% in the mid 1990s, the share of the total budget has declined to
only 44% by 2010.
- Shift from coupled to decoupled payments.
- Significant reduction of export subsidies and expenditure on market regulation.
- Consolidation of funds for rural development: market and incomes policy (now
referred to as ‘Pillar 1’ of the CAP) became increasingly complemented by structural
policies under the heading of Rural Development (the so-called ‘Pillar 2’), which
initially accounted for less than 5% of CAP expenditure, but has since expanded to
around 20% of the budget on  average,  but with a wide variation, ranging from 55%
in the case of Romania or 45% in  Austria to as little as 5% in countries like UK,
Denmark, Belgium and The Netherlands.
- Because the enlargement of the EU (from 10 Member States in the 1980s to the
current 28) occurred under a rather fixed CAP budget ceiling, less money is available
in individual countries.  In addition, money is generally being shifted from some of
the older (and richer) Member States to the new (and poorer) members.
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The current CAP is financed by two funds, which form part of the EU general
budget:
- The European Agricultural Guarantee Fund (EAGF) finances the First Pillar, i.e.
direct payments to farmers and measures that respond to market perturbations, such
as private or public storage and export refunds; all payments are 100% covered  by
this fund.
- The European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD) finances the
Second Pillar, i.e. the rural development programmes of the Member States; all
payments / programmes have to be co-financed at various rates by the EU members
(depending on the status of the member state and on the target of the programme, this
may vary from 50%  to - exceptionally - 100%).
Most important for targeted and regionalized objectives related to environment and
biodiversity is EAFRD. This fund contributes to improving the competitiveness of agriculture
and forestry, the environment and the countryside and the quality of life and the management
of economic activity in rural areas. The architecture of Pillar 2 is organized in so-called axes
with specific targets:
- Axis 1: Competiveness,
- Axis 2: Environment and land management,
- Axis 3: Economic diversification and quality of life and
- Axis 4: The LEADER approach – as a horizontal measure that can address issues of
any of the vertical axes.
Seen from an individual nation perspective, axes 4 has to have a share of a minimum
of 5% of the total allocated budget. From the environmental/ecological perspective, axis 2
(Environment /Rural Development & Sustainable Management) is key. Examples of
programmes that can be found here are:
- Programmes for farming in less favored areas.
- Agri-environment schemes.
- Afforestation programmes.
Fig. 2. The Evolution of CAP Expenditure (in constant prices of 2007
(http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/communication/slide-show_en.pdf)
Figure 2: The Evolution of CAP Expenditure (in constant prices of 2007
(http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/cap-post-2013/communication/slide-show_en.pdf)
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- Non-productive investments (e.g. ones in support of purely environmental objectives).
- Animal welfare.
For an understanding of the mechanisms which steer the CAP in practice, a brief
introduction to two major components (cross compliance and modulation) is necessary.  Cross
compliance was introduced in 2003 to tie EU support for farmers to adherence to certain
standards of environmental care and public/animal/plant health and animal welfare. It is
applied to direct payments, to certain rural development schemes and to wine sector
payments. It penalizes farmers who infringe EU law on environmental, public and animal
health, animal welfare or land management by reducing the EU support they receive. The size
of the reduction depends on the severity of the infringement.
Cross-compliance therefore in part comprises Directives and Regulations that have
existed for years and apply to all farmers (even those not receiving the types of EU support
covered by cross compliance). However, the problem in all Member States has been that
existing legal obligations were at best poorly controlled and that this, coupled with rather
weak sanctions, had reduced real pressure for compliance.
Modulation was introduced during the CAP reform of 2003 and is a compulsory
system by which direct (Pillar 1) payments are progressively reduced and the funds
transferred to Pillar 2. It was designed to foster rural development and to allow a better
balance between policies tools designed to promote sustainable agriculture.  In 2003 it was
agreed that direct payments for farmers (above a so-called franchise of €5,000 which is not
affected) would be decreased by 3% in 2005, 4% in 2006 and 5% in 2007 and subsequent
years.
Subsequently it became clear that the agricultural sector was facing a number of new
challenges (climate change, bio-energy, better water management, biodiversity etc.) which, in
the absence of other strategic instruments, had to be tackled in the framework of rural
development policy. However, the financial perspective for the period 2007 to 2013 did not
provide the necessary financial means to reinforce rural development policy. Under these
circumstances, it was decided to finance a large part of spending on the ‘new challenges’
through further modulation. Therefore, in the framework of a mid-term review, there was a
subsequent adjustment of the CAP (also called the 2009 Health Check reform), which
changed the modulation system significantly.
References to this chapter: EU, 2013; Luick, 2009; Poux, 2013; Tangermann and von
Cramon-Taubadel, 2013.
4. TOWARDS A MORE ENVIRONMENTALLY-FRIENDLY CAP?
4.1 Environmental objectives within the present CAP: During the last two decades
the objectives of the CAP have undergone major changes; at first the most important rationale
had been to cope with the significant surplus production of various commodities. Over time,
growing attention was also given (at least in theory) to reducing the considerable negative
environmental impacts of certain agricultural production systems, with the aim of even
improving environmental conditions. But it must be stated that the several reforms of the CAP
that have been carried out so far, have failed to achieve such aims and that the CAP has not
stopped the constant decline in biodiversity; on the contrary, EU official indicators prove that
it has had a negative impact overall.
In general it must be argued that so far the current CAP Pillar 1 includes no
mechanisms to target specific support in a way that ensures efficient linkages to EU
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environmental and ecological policy objectives for extensive farming practices such as for
extensive grasslands which are central for European agricultural biodiversity. This is
particularly obvious in the 15 ‘old’ Member States, where most support is directed to
intensive farming systems. Though it has to be admitted that in countries where area
payments are already fully decoupled like in the case of Germany (meaning that grassland
receives the same equivalent as arable) the support is important for ensuring the basic income
of farms providing high nature value commodities. One crucial problem that has to be
addressed is the question of eligibility of areas with semi-natural grassland vegetation for
Pillar 1 area payments. Vast areas of extensive grazing of the highest ecological value are
currently excluded from Pillar 1 area payments in many EU countries.
Pillar 2 programmes could and possibly should be central to the existence and
economic viability of extensively-worked farms, most of which have grassland-based
livestock systems. There should and could be tailored agri-environment schemes whose
positive effects could further be amplified by LEADER grants and/or by less-favoured-area
schemes. But it is obvious that this is not the way things are in most Member States. The
requirement for co-financing almost automatically leads to a vicious circle where only the
richer EU Member States with, in general, fewer remaining ecological values can afford to
implement ambitious but often ineffective Pillar 2 rural development programmes. There is
pressure from intensive farmers for the dilution of any targeting on extensive systems;
LEADER programmes are generally poorly-linked to farmers and sometimes specifically
exclude farming-related actions.
There is no doubt that in some areas of some countries (e.g. Germany and Austria)
Pillar 2 funds (agri-environment schemes in particular) make up a significant proportion of
farm incomes. Farm-based research in mountainous regions of the Federal State of Baden-
Württemberg in the southwest of Germany revealed that 50% to 80% (for full time
transhumance shepherds up to 100%) of farm net income can be attributed to Pillar 2. But at
the same time (at least in the case of Germany) only a few agri-environmental schemes are
meaningfully targeted and really achieved specific biodiversity aims. Analysis of CAP mid-
term evaluations for Germany make clear that the extent of such ‘dark green measures‘ is very
low. On average over the whole of Germany only some 0.3% of arable land and 11% of
grasslands is covered by such measures.
4.2 Greening the new CAP: Discussion and debate on how to set the targets and the
structure of the new CAP for 2014-20 began years ago. For the first time, the more CAP-
critical European stakeholder groups were well-organized and even in the Commission itself a
spirit and willingness of change was notable. There was discussion of a paradigm shifting ‘the
Greening of the CAP’. The milestones in the official discussion process were:
- April-June 2010: Launch of public consultation process by the Commission
- November 2010: Publication of Commission Communication
- October 2011: Publication of legislative proposals
Numerous proposals for a new CAP were developed reflecting the viewpoints and
demands of individual Member States, environmentalist groups and from the farmers’
organizations. The proposals could be grouped as follows:
- (1) Some Member States (e.g. France, Germany, Poland) stated that there is no need
for a paradigm shift; they would rather support the continuation of the current system;
in general there is strong disagreement with the philosophy of CAP greening.
- (2) Led by UK, other Member States demanded a general and significant reduction of
the CAP budget in general. The logic behind this is that savings in the largest portion
of the EU budget would thus allow reductions for those Member States which are the
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greatest net payers and would give options for increased spending in other sectors of
the EU budget.
- (3) The CAP proposal by the Commission supported also by some of the more CAP-
critical groups, which did not foresee substantial cuts in resources, but which on the
other hand did propose the inclusion of substantial greening components in Pillar 1,
the transfer (modulation) of Pillar 1 funds into Pillar 2 and generally augmenting the
monies available in Pillar 2.
It was striking that for the first time ever in the CAP history, the Commission’s
concept was in large measure coherent with the viewpoints of some of the more critical NGOs
but – as was anticipated - a significant number of EU Member States expressed strong
opposition to the approach of greening the CAP beyond existing benchmarks.
4.3 Components of a greener CAP which could achieve biodiversity goals: The
Commission’s October 2011 proposal for a ‘greening’ of the CAP contained positive strategic
components that targeted key, and so far largely-neglected, ecological goals. Since there was
also the likelihood that this approach would in general be followed, the Commission’s paper
was used as a baseline concept and as specific ecological demands, thresholds, necessary
strategic tools and proposals for programmes to maintain minimum environmental and
biodiversity targets as set with existing legislation were tested against it in the following
assessment. This means that it was assumed a greening package in which 30% of the direct
payments in the new CAP period will be linked to regulations for crop diversification (crop
rotation), conservation of permanent grassland and a certain threshold of so-called Ecological
Focus Areas (EFA).
The assessment is based on research and on proven scientific evidence. Although the
analysis mainly refers to the situation in Germany, comparable problems exist and need to be
solved in many other countries. It is acknowledged that one rationale why the current CAP
Pillar 1 looks the way it does is the perceived need for simplicity, on order that in can be
manageable on a European level, both legally and administratively. But it also is one major
shortcoming in all the CAP reform rounds so far, that the diversity of regional (traditional)
European farming systems and their characteristics and demands, has been neglected and that
these systems suffered from the over-simplified approaches taken. In the current attempt of
greening CAP Pillar 1, it is proposed that general measures are to be followed in all Member
States; could this generalization also suffer from the same weakness? It may be, for example,
that good measures/requirements/obligations which are, for the sake of argument, appropriate
for central European agricultural systems might be disadvantageous or even detrimental in
other bio-geographical conditions (e.g. the Atlantic North or the Iberian South). This might be
the case in mixed systems where grass is a substantial part of the farm area or in regions
where traditionally just one crop is grown. Thus, greening involves indeed a trade-off
between the optimal regionalization of its various components and ensuring that it can be
implemented administratively in a way which ensures a ‘level playing field‘ between EU and
farmers; a major concern of the European Court of Auditors, as its reports on the less
favoured areas (LFA) measure illustrate.
Rationale and recommendations for crop diversification:
There is plenty of scientific proof that the biological stability of arable systems can
be significantly improved by crop diversification. Positive effects in abiotrophic and
biotrophic resource protection can be achieved as long as it is implemented in a variable
manner and not on too large a scale. It can clearly be shown that in regions where rather small
scale crop rotation is still commonplace or has been successfully introduced (e.g. with support
of targeted agri-environment schemes), farm bird populations show a positive correlation.
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Seen from a German perspective, recommendations which should be considered in the new
CAP are:
- A minimum of four different crops should be grown, each taking up a minimum of
5% and a maximum of 50% of the arable area.
- Due to the positive influence on biodiversity and soil fertility, an additional minimum
percentage of 5% of legumes in the crop rotation is proposed and could be
implemented with targeted agri-environment schemes.
Rationale and recommendations for the conservation and management of permanent
grassland:
As already pointed out, on a European level, pastures and meadows support a
particularly high percentage of endangered species but grassland habitats are generally in a
poor state of preservation. Special focus should be given to semi-natural grasslands such as
extensively-used pastures. Recommendations which should be considered in the new CAP
are:
- Ploughing up of grassland should require official permission and proof that no harm
will be caused to soil resources (e.g. through mineralization, erosion or leaching of
nitrate) or conservation interests. Ploughing should be restricted to a maximum of 5%
of the grassland area of a holding, other than in exceptional cases with individual
permission granted when there is no contra-indication to environment and
biodiversity. Bearing in mind how farmers will logically act, it will be most
detrimental to all existing permanent grassland if the reference area is set some time
in the future and is not based on the status quo. Thus, a retroactive constraint dating
back to at least to the situation in 2012 should be imposed. More negative
consequences will arise when an additional loss of 5% is accepted for a certain time
period. The greening requirements should also be extended to include organic farms.
- Direct (First Pillar) payments for extensive pastures: Direct payments must be
available for all areas used for grazing, which is at present not the case overall
Europe. This requires an adjusted definition of the types of grassland vegetation
eligible for support payments, so as to include all extensively-used agricultural land,
including heaths, semi-arid and arid grassland, wet grasslands with sedges, riparian
zones, reedbeds, and traditional semi-open pastures with significant tree cover.
Rationale and recommendations for the concept of Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs):
The Commission proposes that farmers should dedicate 7% of the total area in
agricultural use (with the exception of permanent grassland areas) as Ecological Focus Areas
(EFAs). The strategic objective is to build up ecological corridors in the arable-oriented
countryside to ensure a network of biotopes and habitats, as well as to improve the protection
of soil, water and climate. EFAs are a core element of CAP greening.
Studies of crops dependent on insect pollination show that the extent of pollination
rises with the proportion of semi-natural habitat. A proportion of 10% - 20% of semi-natural
structures is the minimum required to guarantee good pollination. Several scenarios studies
demonstrate that the average total farm and national economic losses caused by EFAs are
only short term; production losses are quickly compensated for by yield increases in
agricultural crops. Existing or potential EFAs on a farm level are in general situated in the
areas with the lowest yields. A clear conflict between the economic interests of the farmers
and the designation of EFAs can only be seen in high-intensity regions, often with little or no
rotation at all (e.g. maize monocultures), but these are the areas where EFAs can really make
a difference. It is feared that the decline in yields here will be substantial, although positive
ecological trade-offs can also be anticipated as well and these could even make up for
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declines in production caused by the loss of cropped area. Recommendations for
consideration in the new CAP included:
- A proportion of 10% - 15% good quality, well-managed EFAs is necessary in order to
achieve positive effects on biodiversity. Of particular importance are unexploited
landscape elements (e.g. hedges, fallow sites or set-aside areas) that offer sanctuary
and habitat for flora and fauna during autumn and winter. Residual elements and
stubble coverage can also be classified as useful EFAs, mainly to protect soil erosion
and minimise nitrate leaching.
- Specific and effective management is essential, if EFAs are to achieve their potential.
This could be achieved by targeted agri-environment schemes e.g. buffer strips along
water courses, flowering field margins, extensive cereal production with species-rich
weed communities and many more. However, double funding, e.g. agri-environment
schemes used to fund management which is also part of the Pillar 1 greening
requirement must be avoided.
Rationale and recommendations to improve the situation of semi-natural grasslands
(pastures):
Central to making the future of semi-natural grasslands (in other words extensive
pastures) economically viable is the ability of their graziers to access direct (Pillar 1)
payments in all Member States – something which is not possible everywhere in Europe at
present. This requires adjusting the definition of the types of grassland vegetation eligible for
grant payment (see also chapter 5 in this paper). The objective must be to allow spending of
first pillar payments for all extensively used agricultural land including types such as heaths,
semi-arid and arid grassland, wet grasslands with sedges, riparian zones, reedbeds, and
traditional semi-open pastures with significant forest cover and a certain proportion of scrub
and other stages of succession of vegetation. In the following most important demands /
recommendations are stated:
- Introduction of a specific well-defined new category into the CAP land use typology
to cover sites of conservation interest which are in agricultural use: So far, grazings
rich in structural and biotic biodiversity but poor with respect to productivity are to
some extent - in some states completely - excluded from receiving CAP direct
payments and some Pillar two programmes, such as agri-environment schemes. A
targeted land use code (e.g. conservation areas used for agricultural purposes) and
specified cross-compliance exemption for these areas would help to minimise
administration and reduce the risks of sanctions for farmers. One major problem is for
instance the issue of mapped landscape features which have to be present at a distinct
place and which have to have a static structure.
- Making landscape features eligible for funding: it should be possible to allow a
certain percentage cover on areas claimed for CAP payments to be landscape features
such as hedges, stone walls or bare and rocky ground. 50% has been proposed as a
suitable figure, but this is a matter of administrative convenience and choice. Payment
levels could be adjusted using agreed coefficients. Unless such allowances are
itemised in the specification for crop codes, the auditor would expect claimants to
map and measure each of those elements with extreme precision and to exclude the
ground underneath them from the claimed area. At the same time, cross-compliance
dictates that such structures must not deteriorate; otherwise farmers are liable to
penalties. It is virtually impossible to measure such features, which often gradually
appear or disappear over time in large-scale grazing environments. Indeed,
maintaining these dynamic processes, is a key factor if the ambitious EU targets for
biodiversity are to be reached. On the other hand, the necessary management of such
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elements, such as reducing excessive scrub encroachment, must also be permitted and
not sanctioned. This could be handled and regularised through the development and
application of conservation-oriented site management plans which of course have to
be flexible enough as to correspond with the desired dynamic processes.
- Cutting red tape: mainstream animal husbandry provisions must be adjusted to the
practical needs and manageability requirements of large-scale extensive grazing
operations. Major issues to be addressed are the identification requirements for
animals, veterinary medical surveillance, slaughtering rules and the handling of
carcasses. In all these areas, the volume of laws and threats of sanctions can be
significantly reduced without lowering food safety and veterinary hygiene standards.
References to this chapter: Bascou, 2012; Beaufoy et al., 2012; Buckwell, 2012;
DVL, 2011; EEB, 2011; IEEP, 2012; IFOAM, 2012; Krismann and Oppermann, 2003;
Lakner et al., 2012; Metzner et al., 2010; Jedicke and Metzner, 2012; Nefo, 2012; Oppermann,
et al., 2012; Veen et al., 2009; Verbände-Plattform, 2012.
5. HOW THE NEW CAP WILL LOOK
After almost two years of negotiations between the Commission, the European
Parliament and the Council of Ministers (called the TRILOGUE process), a political
agreement was finally reached on 26th of June 2013. The reforms formal adoption by the
European Parliament and the Council is scheduled for later in 2013 and it is still planned
(hoped) to have the CAP reform in place by 1st of January 2014. Because many details are
still subject of clarification at this time (October 2013), as well as the translation into national
law and preparation of programmes takes time, it will not be possible to implement the new
CAP package in total from the beginning. It is already decided that at least the
implementation of greening requirements for CAP Pillar 1 will be postponed to 2015.
What is the current situation? What has been agreed and what remains of the original
CAP greening philosophy? From an ecological/environmental point of view we can
summarise and comment the position as follows (see also recommendations and comments in
chapter 4.3 in this paper):
Crop Rotation:
- Rules for diversification now comprise: a minimum of 2 cultures for farms with 10-30
hectares of arable land and 3 cultures for farms >30 hectares; no crop making up 70%
of the land area and the third crop must be at least 5% of the land area.
- Since one single crop like maize can still account for 70 % of the cropped area this
implies practically no change in most countries/regions with poor ecological
conditions due to intensive monocultures.
- It means no relevance for farms which are wholly based on permanent crops or
grassland.
Permanent Grassland:
- Member States ensure that the ratio of permanent grassland does not fall more than
5% compared with the reference ratio (ration of permanent grassland or permanent
grassland in 2012). Permanent grassland means the area as claimed with the year
2012 including the grassland area that has to be added on in period from 2012 to 2015
because of receiving the status of permanent grassland, while not being land out of
rotation for more than five years. Member States draw up a designation of areas of
permanent grassland defined as ‘environmentally sensitive’. This will include areas
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covered by the Birds & Habitats directive but may also include other areas declared
by Member States.
- No obligation to maintain permanent grassland on a farm level; Member States may
decide to introduce such rules on the farm or regional level.
- With a new CAP a new definition of what is permanent grassland will be introduced.
In the Draft REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE
COUNCIL establishing rules for direct payments to farmers under support schemes
within the framework of the common agricultural policy, article 4 specifies as follows
(definitions): Permanent grassland and permanent pasture, hereinafter referred to as
‘permanent grassland‘ means land used to grow grasses or other herbaceous forage
naturally (self-seeded) or through cultivation (sown) and that has not been included in
the crop rotation of the holding for five years or longer; it may include other species
such as shrubs and/or trees which can be grazed provided that the grasses and other
herbaceous forage remain predominant;. Member States may decide to include land
which can be grazed and which forms part of established local practices where grasses
and other herbaceous forage are traditionally not predominant in grazing areas;
grasses or other herbaceous forage means all herbaceous plants traditionally found in
natural pastures or normally included in mixtures of seeds for pastures or meadows in
the Member State (whether or not used for grazing animals) will be introduced. This
means a substantial improvement to the present negative situation for many of the
European semi-natural grasslands. Member States can still decide to exclude from the
list of eligible farmland area by defining species-rich pastures from the list of eligible
farmland area to claim for area payments. This is the present state in many States e.g.
in the Iberian Peninsula, in the UK and Ireland and in vast parts of the Balkans.
- In many Member States data on the actual area of existing permanent grasslands is
poor or unavailable; so it is easy to set and argue for a low level as reference area for
permanent grassland.
- No specific rules are set to protect fragile soils (e.g. peat land, organic soils, soils with
high carbon content, species-rich grassland). Such rules might be established at a later
time or even be implemented by individually Member States. But this means that
even if fragile grasslands might be specifically protected in the future they can in the
interim still be ploughed within the 5% allowance in this category.
- If a regional model be decided for this could legally justify that if the ploughing up
ceiling of 5% of the total grassland area is not exceeded it might be possible that
individual farms may plough up vast parts of their acreage. For the German situation
it must be stated that in some areas a dramatic decline of permanent grassland was
observed in the period from 2003 to 2009. From this level now another 5% may
disappear legally until 2020.
- There is still uncertainty what will be seen as the threshold for applying the 5%
ceiling: (1) is it the absolute acreage of permanent grassland for the reference date or
(2) is it seen as the ratio between arable and grassland. The grassland ratio will also
not change if an area with the permanent grassland status will be ploughed up and is
then reseeded (e.g. with an intensive ryegrass and red clover ley or with sainfoin or
lucerne).
Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs):
- Where the arable area reaches exceeds 15 hectares, applicants must manage at least
5% of their arable area as EFA. It is proposed to increase this to 7% following a
review in 2017.
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- At present it is proposed that the Member States may choose all or a certain number
of  what will be acceptable as EFAs from the following list:
(1) fallows, terraces, strips of eligible agricultural area along forest edges and
landscape features (including such features adjacent to the eligible agricultural area
covered by arable land of the holding),
(2) buffer strips (including buffer strips covered by permanent grassland provided
these are distinct from adjacent eligible agricultural area),
(3) agro-forestry areas that receive EU support and afforested areas,
(4) areas with short rotation coppice with no use of mineral fertilizer and/or plant
protection products,
(5) areas with catch crops or green cover established by the planting and germination
of seeds, subject to the application of weighting factors less than 1,
(6) areas with nitrogen fixing crop.
- The EFA requirements will not apply where: (1) more than 75% of the arable land is
temporary grass, fallow or leguminous crops and the remaining area is less than 30
hectares or (2) more than 75% of the holding is grass (permanent or temporary) and
the remaining arable area is less than 30 hectares.  This greening component therefore
has no relevance for many Member States and regions, even where arable rotations
occupy a significant proportion of the farmed area.
- According to the rules nitrogen-fixing plants (legumes) will be permissible on EFAs,
as well as catch crops and short-rotation coppices. This could mean allowing an
increase in the proportion of the farm which is under species-poor and rather
monotonous land cover, or may even mean the loss of diversity on farmland. The
implementation rules for EFAs, as they appear at the moment, provide little positive
ecological effects.
- It is permitted to use so-called equivalent measures such as certification programmes
or certain agri-environment schemes to substitute for EFA commitments. Unless
Member States decide to limit such ‘equivalent’ measures to targeted dark-green agri-
environment schemes, this means a dilution of the EFA concept; Member States
which consider such targeting so can expect cries of ‘unfair competition’ from their
farmers.
- It was decided to introduce a leverage factor for certain types of EFA, in effect
allowing the possibility at least of reducing the EFA cover below the already very low
level of 5%. Unscrupulous implementation could allow even poor quality EFA to take
advantage of this loophole.
- The possibility is still being debated whereby a regional or local implementation
model can be used, whereby only a region or a group of farms need to meet the 5%
threshold for EFAs. It is still subject of debate if already 50% of the EFA requirement
can be achieved by using such a regional approach. It is also being considered
whether to allow all landscape features within the locality or region to be counted as
EFAs (i.e. ignoring the property boundaries of claimants’ farms and including
features on common or public land). This decision is being left to the Member States.
- In general it must sadly be concluded that the introduction of EFAs (at least under the
agreed definition and interpretation) will not lead to an ecological improvement of
cultural landscapes. To comply with existing legal commitments for securing
biodiversity in agricultural areas (e.g. national targets, EU biodiversity strategy, CBD
commitments), a minimum EFA coverage of 10%, with high ecological value and
functionality, would be needed. The current proposals may even give the green light
for reducing the amount of ‘EFA-type’ land covers and features in some areas.
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General Remarks about the Pillar 1 greening:
- Although it should be easy for the majority of all European farmers to meet the
undemanding standards required by greening, specialised large farms might, on the
other hand, find it worthwhile to forego the greening payments and only claim the
basic premium. If farms don’t comply with such requirements, a maximum of 37.5%
of the total amount of the area payment can be withheld. (a maximal penalty of 37.5%
results from the agreed level of 125% of the 30% linkage from the greening measures
to the direct payments). It is not yet clear in detail how this will work, but it appears
likely that if a farmer can meet one or two of the three greening standards or if he only
fails to match a standard through a ‘technicality’ such as the quality or the percentage
of a certain greening component, then the amount of payment retained will be
negligible.
Cross Compliance (CC):
- The link between CC and the EU Habitats and Birds Directives will be dropped in the
next CAP round. This means that violations could still be prosecuted according to
national law but this will have no impact on the CAP payments for a holding.
- It is still being debated whether grassland within NATURA-2000 boundaries and
defined grassland of high ecological value out of the boundaries of conservation areas
have to be maintained irrespective of broader rules on conversion or ploughing.
- Furthermore, the CC catalogue will not include the Water Framework Directive or the
forthcoming Pesticides Directive, as had been proposed initially. There is an option
that they might be added when all Member States have introduced them into national
law, but for this no time-frame has been set out.
Rural development/Pillar 2:
At the time of writing (October 2013) details of the new rural development policy
(CAP Pillar 2) are not yet finalized. But it is clear already that it will more or less be
continued in its present concept but with a more flexible approach. Measures will no longer
be classified at EU level into axes with associated minimum spending requirements per axis.
Instead, it will be up to Member States / regions to decide which measures they use (and how)
in order to achieve targets set against six broad ‘priorities’ and their more detailed ‘focus
areas’ (sub-priorities). The six priorities comprise:
- Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation;
- Enhancing competitiveness of all types of agriculture and the sustainable management
of forests;
- Promoting food chain organization, including processing, marketing and risk
management;
- Restoring, preserving & enhancing ecosystems;
- Promoting resource efficiency & the transition to a low-carbon economy; and
- Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in rural areas.
The only requirement is that Member States will have to spend at least 30 % of their
rural development funding they get from the EU budget on certain measures related to land
management and measures to challenge climate change and at least 5 % on the LEADER
approach. The intention is that Rural Development (RD) policy will operate in closer co-
ordination with other policies through an EU-level Common Strategic Framework and
through so-called ‘Partnership Agreements‘ at national level. These will cover all supports
from European Structural and Investment (ESI) funds which comprise the EAFRD, ERDF,
Cohesion Fund, ESF and EMFF concerned in the Member State. In the new period, Member
States will also be given the possibility to design sub-programmes with higher support rates to
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address the needs of young farmers, small farmers, mountain areas and short supply chains.
From an environmental / ecological such options can have positive effects but never the less
must be argued critically.
General Remarks about the Pillar 2/new Rural Development:
- In total there will be much less finance available compared to the present situation.
Member States will be affected by varying degrees. For Germany it was calculated,
taking into account both inflation and the fact that official calculations use a
backdated baseline, that a reduction of up to 20% can be foreseen.
- Member States have the option of shifting up to 15% of the budget between the two
Pillars. While it might be logical to move money from Pillar 2 to Pillar 1 (to increase
the simply-administered direct payments), it is possible that many Member States will
not decide to shift money towards rural development. The current German
government has decided for a small transfer of 4.5% as to at least partly compensate the significant
reductions of EU Pillar 2 grants.
- Member States are obliged to allocate a minimum of 30% of the EAFRD funds for
agri-environment schemes, for organic farming, for investments and for less favoured
area payments. Because investment measures enjoy a much higher appreciation by
farmers it may happen that on all other (ecological) objectives significantly less (or
no) money will be spent.
- The rate of co-financing for agri-environment (AE) schemes will generally be raised
to 75%. This presents already the status quo in the current CAP when this percentage
was introduced after the Health-Check reforms for specific best-practice measures
addressing certain Health-Check objectives. What sounds positive at first might  lead
in fact to the following consequences or reflections of the Member States caused by
the general decline in Pillar 2 finances:
(1) All existing AE-schemes will receive fewer funds.
(2) Funds will be retargeted between AE-schemes, which could be positive if the
money flows from the less ecologically-beneficial to those which are more positive
for the environment.
- (3) Concentration of funds on dark-green AE-schemes with attractive conditions.
(4) AE-schemes will only be available in designated areas (ecological or
environmental focus areas) e.g. less favoured areas, NATURA 2000 areas.
References to this chapter: Allen, et al., 2012; IFAB, 2012.
6. CONCLUSIONS
Europe’s agricultural landscapes have to fulfil numerous functions, ranging from
food and fodder production, the production of raw materials for industrial processes, the
provision of substrates for various bio-energy uses, providing a multitude of ecological
system services (pollination, water filtration, soil and climate protection, genetic diversity of
flora and fauna) and the creation of a diverse and aesthetically-pleasing countryside for leisure
and recreation.
At present a one-sided optimisation of individual functions towards the production of
food, fodder and biomass can be identified; this is propelled by one major driver - profit
margins. This produces a negative effect (trade-off) on what ecological benefits are still
generated by the system. The past few decades have seen a severe deterioration in the state of
the environment and biodiversity in the greater part of the agricultural countryside, despite the
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passing of a multitude of existing legislative acts to challenge and improve this status. This is
the context for the CAP post-2014.
Although the European Commission’s initial proposals might fairly be described as a
paradigm shift, with their new major goal of ‘greening the CAP’, the policy which is now
emerging from the TRILOGUE process can only be described as ‘green-wash’. Once more
the EU has chosen not to carry out a full refit of agricultural and rural policy that would match
the known ecological needs.
In theory, marginal improvements in the extremely biodiversity-poor and highly-
intensive cropping culture may happen, whereas on many other types of farmland a continued
worsening in the ecological situation can already be forecast. Little attention will be given to
conservation areas of high ecological importance. In the case of Germany (and also in many
more Member States) one remedy still could lie in taking advantage of the possibility of
transferring (modulating) significant amounts of money (10% to 15%) from Pillar 1 to Pillar
2. This would allow, to some extent at least, the management of areas of special ecological
interest (e.g. EFAs, NATURA 2000 sites, semi-natural extensive pastures) with adequately-
funded and appropriately-designed measures. This would also allow that effective ‘dark green
CAP measures’ in Pillar 2 – especially when located in designated areas for conservation.
Such measures could then receive 100% EU grants since for the share of the transferred
finances there is no obligation for co-funding. This is essential for countries and regions
facing economic problems. But it can be assumed that few (no) EU Member States will avail
themselves of this theoretically-possible option; in fact, there is a high risk that rural
development funds might be directed to Pillar 1.
Little to nothing has been achieved so far by the campaign for improved rules for
semi-open pastures. The prevailing viewpoint of the Commission and of most Member States
is still that financial support should be targeted at agriculturally-productive areas. This means
that no specific land-use code for grassland with a certain wood cover and / or rich in
structures will be introduced. Although there probably will be the option that Member States
can define slightly more flexible definitions of what is included in permanent grassland (see
also chapter 4.3). But even so there is still doubt if Member States will follow this path since
that would increase the area eligible for direct payments and would therefore result in the
feared ‘dilution effect‘ of Pillar 1 payments for more intensive farmland. At the moment
environmental NGOs which are critical of the CAP are continuing to debate with the
Commission the issue of augmenting the percentage of acceptable landscape features on semi-
natural grassland (pastures). In theoretical accordance with the Commissions´ definition of
permanent grassland a share of 50% would be possible but there is a higher probability that
little more than 5% will be accepted – if at all – at the end.
It can already be predicted with a high degree of confidence that the new target of
halting the loss of biodiversity by the year 2020 will not be met (this coming on top of a
failure to meet significantly stronger targets by 2010). In terms of systems, Europe’s cultural
and ecological heritage will continue to be under threat. However, there is hope that in some
parts in Europe, sound regional politicians, in alliance with responsible farmers and
conscientious market partners will continue to highlight traditions of HNV farming, and they
at least will take care of this valuable inheritance.
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